Over the last three decades, lived religion has emerged as a distinct field of study, with an identifiable "canon" of originating sources. With this body of work reaching maturity, a critical assessment is in order. This study analyzes sixty-four journal articles published in English, since 1997, which have used either "lived religion" or "everyday religion" in their titles, abstracts, or keywords. We find that the field has largely been defined by what it excludes. It includes attention to laity, not clergy or elites; to practices rather than beliefs; to practices outside religious institutions rather than inside; and to individual agency and autonomy rather than collectivities or traditions. Substantively, the focus on practice has encompassed dimensions of embodiment, discourse and materiality; and I argue here that these substantive foci can form the analytical structure for expanding the domain of lived religion to include the traditions and institutions that have so far largely been excluded from study. In doing so, lived religion's attention to gender, power, and previously-excluded voices must be maintained. But that task cannot be accomplished without continuing to expand the field beyond the still-limited geographic and religious terrain it has so far covered.
Over the last three decades, the study of religion has taken a cultural turn, giving attention to discourse and identity and ritual, but especially looking at the way religion is embedded in the practices of everyday life (Edgell 2012) . The turn to lived religion in the 1990s marked a significant shift in the sociological study of religion, a shift that has been remarkably fruitful.
In this paper, I will step back to observe what this move has enabled us to do, as well as what it may be leading us to miss. Such an assessment is important both to build on and to go beyond the advances that have been made.
The turn to lived religion 1 arose out of a widespread recognition that our discipline had gotten itself mired in endless debates over whether the modern world was or was not secularizing, debates mostly relevant to the North Atlantic world that threatened to blind us to much of the very phenomenon we wanted to study, in that region and beyond (Warner 1993) .
At an opportune moment, new voices began to be heard in the field, inviting us to pay attention to the way religion is lived. Not surprisingly, those voices came from the margins where the existing debates made the least sense. 2 They came first from the women who were finding their place in the study of religion. In the US, they also came from scholars of color whose work began to gain more credence (e.g., Gilkes 1985) . They came from immigrants, whose religious communities began to be noticed (e.g., Min 1992) . As scholars from the postcolonial world became a more frequent presence -and we spent more time in their locales -another channel opened (e.g., N'Guessan 2015) . And today all these voices are joined by queer scholars whose questions further redefine our debates (e.g., Wilcox 2009 ).
In the US, a shift within the field of history took place alongside this shift in the other social sciences. Historians began to wonder about the missing parts of the story -the women who were passing along religious ways of life while the men preached the sermons (e.g., Braude 1997; Albanese 1992) ; the indigenous people whose relationship with the spirits was more immediate than the high doctrine of the Trinity; the healers and dreamers of all sorts who lived in an enchanted world that existed all around the apparently declining Puritan establishment (e.g., Schmidt 2005) .
From every angle, sociologists have been asked -why are you so worried about how many people believe the Bible is literally true? Or how many attended church last Sunday?
Or how many priests are being ordained? Why do you act as if only the officially established versions of religion count as "real" religion? We have been challenged to ask ourselves whether traditional doctrines, standard-brand affiliations and respect for religious authorities
can tell us what we want to know about religion. The challenge to look at lived religion was an implicit answer to the criticism of the way religion had been studied (e.g., Bender et al. 2011 ).
The emphasis on lived religion has been incredibly fruitful. Drawing on a range of methods already at our disposal -ethnography, interviews, analysis of documents and archives -we have gathered data that has expanded our understanding of what religion is and where it occurs. We have added new attention to visual evidence (Williams 2015) and material culture (Vasquez 2010; McDannell 1995) , as well. We have learned about food ways (Diamond 2002; Koepping 2008) and clothing that expresses religious identity (Arthur 1999; Furseth 2011) . We have learned about spontaneous shrines and home altars (Grider 2006; Konieczny 2009 ). We have learned about rituals of birth and death (Klassen 2001; Laderman 1995; Prothero 1997) One of those patterns is that roughly a third (23) of the 64 articles offer no explicit definition of lived religion. That is, they use the term and claim to be contributing to this body of knowledge, apparently assuming that the term has attained a kind of taken-forgranted meaning. It is established enough not to need special comment. On the other hand, seven other articles are themselves theoretical arguments for the value of studying lived religion and for how it should be done. As an emerging field, one of the relevant tasks is explicit elaboration of parameters and justification of methods. These prolegomena span all of the disciplines except history, heralding the expansion of the idea beyond its initial home.
Indeed, lived religion has expanded significantly. The articles we analyzed include a smattering from disciplines as disparate as geography and archaeology. Still the majority are in history (15) and sociology (21), with practical theology (5) and religious studies (11) quickly catching up (see Table 1 ).
[ Ammerman. In addition, scholars outside the core fields of history, sociology, religious studies, and practical theology are less likely to cite any of the originating sources. In Ethnic Studies, Geography, Demography, or the humanities, the term has been imported, but without the obligation to cite sources from earlier fields. (It does not appear that there are competing canonical sources in these new fields.) Still, nearly two thirds of the articles (40 of the 64) cite at least one of the canonical sources, a rate that indicates the degree to which an identifiable scholarly conversation has emerged.
Definition by Contrast
But what is this conversation about? Edgell (2012) Ordinary people, in everyday life: Focusing here has been crucial to breaking down the secularization and declension narratives, since we find a lot of sacralization going on when we leave the empty churches and examine households and sidewalks and clinics.
Ordinary people, in everyday life, is the research focus that has resulted in such a welcome and broad expansion of what we do as sociologists of religion.
The religion that is practiced in everyday life often stands in contrast to the prescribed beliefs and practices of the official institutions. In fact, it may not be focused on beliefs at all.
My own initial contribution to this body of literature identified "Golden Rule Christians" as typical American churchgoers who were convinced that an ethical lifestyle was a better measure of their religiosity than strict adherence to doctrine (Ammerman 1997 David Hall would be sympathetic to these moves to study religion beyond belief and belonging, but he also identifies a lingering danger. In making the move to study lived religion, he advocated overcoming the high/low binary that is often encoded in a distinction between official and "popular" religion. Religion is not more or less real or worthy of study based on where it is practiced or who is in focus. Ironically, much of the lived religion research that has followed has continued to encode that binary by making "official" religion That line between "institutional" religion and "lived religion" is even more untenable when we enter worlds where religious institutions have been interwoven with the state, and thereby with many aspects of everyday life. 5 The European "folk" or "majority" churches may have relatively empty pews on Sunday morning, but their yearly holidays, rituals, music, and service to the community have not disappeared from the everyday world (Davie 2000) . Embodiment. In the set of articles we examined, embodiment was the most frequent substantive focus. Just over half of the articles (34 of the 64) give attention to ways that bodies enter into religious experience. Researchers have studied gardening, healing, dancing, mixed martial arts, and aging, among many other things. They have asked how bodies enter into and express connections with spirituality. Bodily sensations of touch, smell, movement, and more, are studied as vehicles for religious creativity (e.g., Løvland and Repstad 2014), but bodies are also sites of religious and political regulation (e.g., Gerber 2011). This emphasis on embodiment is most likely to be present where articles are also paying attention to gender (see Table 2 ). The turn to the experience of women --and to men as men, not just as the default universal --has been an important aspect of this first generation of studies of lived religion.
[ Table 2 about here]
This gendered pattern is also present in articles that focus on emotion. There are much fewer of those -just 12 of the 64 -but of the 24 articles that focus on gender, emotion is a central concern of roughly twice as many as when gender is not a category of analysis. The emotional dimensions of human life are highly complex, with sociological attention lagging somewhat behind the work of psychologists and cognitive scientists. Tanya Luhrmann (2012) has attempted to bring those two research agendas to bear on the experience of God "talking back", and Riis and Woodhead (2010) The study of lived religion has distinctly turned our attention to the way bodies, emotions and extraordinary experiences are critical to any analysis of how religion is situated in social life. What our study has thus far largely missed is how those same foci need to be part of studying religious practice that occurs inside religious organizations. If lived religion has substance beyond its call to include what has been excluded, this attention to embodiment and experience is surely one of its most critical contributions. If our task is to examine the human dimensions through which sacred things are being produced, encountered, and shared, then we will look for the bodily expressions and emotional resonances that shape those practices -wherever they happen and whoever the actors are (e.g., Heider and Warner 2010 ).
We will be as interested in the embodied experience of Eucharist or Friday prayers as in the embodied experience of a home birth.
Discourse. This first generation of lived religion research turns our attention to other dimensions of everyday lived spiritual practice, as well. Nearly as common as attention to embodiment in the articles we examined was attention to talk (present in exactly half the articles). From hip hop lyrics to internet interactions to stories about fatherhood, these studies of lived religion include attention to the ways people put their connection to everyday transcendence into words. These are studies that agree with Robert Wuthnow (2011) that we should "take talk seriously." My own work has focused on how people tell stories about their everyday lives (Ammerman 2013b Street (1985) , he called these attempts to talk about divine presence in ordinary life "theologies of the street," and theologians themselves have begun to take up the task of working from grassroots experience.
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As we continue to study lived religion, the discursive practices of storytelling, writing, and singing will be a valuable focus. People use words in all sorts of ways to trace the contours of their social worlds and make the links to spiritual life. Here the emphasis is not so much on establishing the meanings and belief structures reflected in those words as in examining the practices that use words. Like other practices, discursive work is portable, occurring across the social contexts in which people live their lives. Some practices are deeply embedded in religious tradition, while others engage sacred realities with words and forms that borrow widely. While lived religion research has very helpfully opened the door to a wider range of talk, we might do well to apply some of those same discourse questions to praying and preaching, and even formal theologizing. How are sacred things being produced, encountered, and shared in those contexts, as well? If we grant that even the most apparently staid and hierarchical religious tradition is nevertheless enacted -practiced -then there is room to study the way elite religious discourses are lived, using the methodological and theoretical tools lived religion research has taught us.
Materiality. As previous reviews of lived religion have noted, one of its primary contributions is participating in a cultural turn to the material (Neitz 2011; Edgell 2012 ). In the articles we analyzed, over one third give attention to the sacralization of things (42%) and places (36%). Chapel spaces in secular hospitals, natural settings, and urban streets were among the places that made explicit appearances in this group of articles. My own research has demonstrated that spiritual experience can be embedded in everything from clothing and jewelry to mementos on a desk and a favorite chair by a window (Ammerman 2013b institutional religious contexts into account -is following, not ignoring, the call to denaturalize the sacred-secular binary.
Edgell (2012) says the "core task for the sociological study of religion is analyzing the empirical variation in practices, … the institutions (religious and other) that facilitate such practices, and the resulting religious experiences and moral orders that emerge in specific times and places" (2012, 255) . Lived religion has taught us to pay attention to embodiment, to gender and power, to materiality, and to everyday forms of discourse -forms of cultural practice that can be portable across institutional boundaries. Those substantive foci can now inform the larger task of understanding religion in both its everyday, non-institutional forms, and in its more formal and regularized contexts, as well.
Continuing Frontiers
What I have argued so far is that a lived religion perspective has turned our attention to the embodied, discursive, and material dimensions of life where sacred things are being produced, encountered, and shared. We have learned a great deal by intentionally looking beyond institutions, beyond elites, and beyond beliefs, but we may learn more by putting those "outside the box" insights into dialogue with a similar set of questions addressed to the settings in which societies have institutionalized religion.
[ Table 3 about here]
What also remains to be engaged is a much broader religious and geographic range of experience. In a widely cited article, Smilde and May (2015) argued that Sociology of Religion has slipped into ways of understanding religion's effects that are subtly shaped by the dominance of Protestant Christianity, especially in North America and the Advanced Industrial World. They echo, of course, the anthropological argument on that score made by Asad (1993) and others. Sadly, these concerns about narrowness of focus are only minimally overcome in the lived religion literature to date (see Table 3 ). The focus on embodiment and materiality and the blurring of boundaries has certainly been informed by the new voices and new life experiences of people entering the field; but at least in the 64 articles under consideration here, the actual focus of study has shifted very little.
Twenty concern Christian populations, although only a few of those were explicitly Protestant. Eight of the articles focused on Muslims, and a tiny smattering ranged across Latter-day Saints, Wiccans, and Buddhists, with four articles devoted specifically to people who have no religious affiliation. Most common, however, were studies (27 of the total) that did not base the research in any specific tradition, and more than half of the studies that focus on Christianity (11 out of 20) had no specific focus on any particular religious tradition within Christianity. Subjects of study were selected for other reasons and often spanned multiple affiliations and non-affiliation. While no single tradition shaped the lived religion being studied, it may still be that religious traditions should be in view and not systematically assumed to be irrelevant. These studies use lived religion as a paradigm for moving beyond traditional religious boundaries, but they do not examine the boundary crossing activity itself.
By decentering official religious tradition, we run the risk of missing one of the social sources for the practices of lived religion being studied.
[ Table 4 about here]
It is not clear whether the field's coverage of geography is any better than our coverage of traditions. Because the literature we have examined is exclusively in English, there very well may be more global coverage in other languages. Of our 64 articles, almost half (30) had a North American focus, and a quarter covered Europe. Of the quarter that remains, over half had no specific geographic focus, or they examined lived religion on the internet. In other words, just as many lived religion studies disembed practice from tradition, many also disembed practice from specific places. If the core of a lived religion approach includes attention to embodiment and materiality, then we cannot do our work as if place does not matter.
More than a linguistic bias may be at work in the geographic gaps we observed. This may also be partly a matter of a disciplinary division of labor. The historic assignment of the "Global North" to sociology and the "Global South" to anthropology is rapidly disappearing, but this survey hints that traces remain. Of 64 articles, there were just 3 focused on Latin America, 3 on South Asia, and 1 with a focus on the African continent. This may well be a place where we need to make common cause with our anthropology colleagues. To build up a parallel body of research on the everyday religious practices of people in the world beyond the North Atlantic will require an interdisciplinary effort that goes beyond the core disciplines where lived religion has taken root.
The Future
What I have begun to identify here are the categories of practice that make up the focus for the study of lived religion: embodiment, materiality, and discourse, with their cross-cutting emphases on gender and power. These emphases have arisen from the margins, from women, people of color, and post-colonial populations. Approaching religion in this way has helped us make sense of religious ways of life that were previously hidden or suppressed. By insisting that we begin with experiences among ordinary people in everyday life, our field has been significantly transformed.
The work that remains, I have argued, is both a wider geographic scope that allows increased comparative and analytical power, and a wider institutional focus that might bring the religious settings and traditions back in. Not only can lived religion sensibilities enrich the study of religious communities themselves, but attention to the lived religious practices of those communities can remind us again that symbols and rituals and myths -no matter how individual or chosen they appear -are collective productions and travel beyond the places where they are originally produced. Practices that are lived in everyday contexts have roots back into collective gatherings where they are invented, nurtured, and adapted. And practices evolving in everyday contexts may be taking root inside religious institutions. Opening the boundaries makes those collective processes and pathways -in and out -possible for us to see. 
